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I Introduction 


0. The following grew out of what was intended to be a short re- 
view of Stempel’s work Die infiniten Verbalformen des Armenis- 
chen.” I shall first give a short appraisal of this informative book and 
then study in some detail Stempel’s views on both the development of 
the Armenian infinitive and the syntax of the Armenian participle. As 
I not infrequently disagree with Stempel’s conclusions, I shall try to 
clarify my own position on the matter of infinitives and participles. 


1. Stempel sets out to study the non-finite verbal forms in Arme- 
nian together with other deverbal nouns and adjectives. His book is 
divided into three main sections: (1) a synchronic section (11-39) 
describing morphology and syntax of the infinitive, the participle, the 
nomina agentis (in -awl, -ol, -ié‘, -un) and the nomina actionis (in 


* Reinhard Stempel, Die infiniten Verbalformen des Armenischen, Frankfurt am 
Main- Bern- New York (Peter Lang) 1983 (Europäische Hochschulschriften, Reihe XXI. 
Linguistik, Bd, 22), 120 pp. (ISBN 3-8204-5116-1). 
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-ut‘iwn, -oyt', -st, -umn, -ac, -uac) in Classical and (for the participle) 
in later Armenian up to the modern language; (2) a diachronic section 
(40-100) studying the Indo-European background of the suffix *-lo, 
the historical development of the Armenian infinitive and participle 
and of the other deverbal nouns; and (3) the last section (101-108) 
which presents, inter alia, a comparison of the Classical facts with the 
modern ones. 

The treatment of the verbal nouns is rather short and not really 
comprehensive (one does not find a discussion of some suffixes like -1 
in tesil or of abstract-formations in -ank‘). New here is Stempel’s equa- 
tion of the suffix -un with Indo-European *-ont. The focus of the book 
is clearly on the description and historical explanation of the syntax 
of infinitive and participle. 

On the whole my judgment of the book is favorable: it is well or- 
ganized and discusses the issues involved in a clear way. The author’s 
interest in the later stages of Armenian should be emphasized. The 
work contains few factual errors, though, in my opinion, all relevant 
facts are not given (as may become clear from the following). Stem- 
pel’s proposals deserve serious discussion. 


II Etymology 


2. In the following I shall treat the verbal abstract and the partici- 
ple separately. First, however, I shall discuss Stempel’s view on the 
etymology of the suffix of these formations. 

Obviously, we have to start from an Indo-European suffix *-Io. 
Stempel briefly reviews this suffix in a number of Indo-European lan- 
guages and concludes that, though deverbal formations with *-lo ap- 
pear in several of them as adjectives or as nouns, direct correspon- 
dences are lacking. Thus, according to Stempel, it is impossible to 
establish an old layer of *-lo-formations and a common function for 
them. 

Stempel especially denies the existence of substantival *-lo- 
formations at the Indo-European level, which is of consequence for 
his treatment of the Armenian infinitive. This seems to me not correct. 
One might point to the presence of a pair like Old Irish ól, oul ‘drink- 
ing’ (a verbal abstract): Russian pojlo ‘drink’ (Pedersen 1913: 412) 
from which it may be concluded that Indo-European substantival 
*-lo-formations did exist. One might mention, too, Armenian jil or ji} 
‘nerve’: Latin filum ‘thread’ (< IE *gWhiHs-lo-). 


3. Stempel (p. 46 ff.) bases his discussion of the development of 
the *-lo-formation in Armenian exclusively on the adjective joy] 
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(< *g’heu-lo- or *g’hou-lo-) ‘smelted’ as one of the very few inherited 
*_Jo-formations (the others having been structured into the verbal sys- 
tem or replaced by Iranian loan-words). As an old formation (because 
athematic) joyl attests adjectival character and passive mood as the 
earliest recognizable properties of the Armenian *-lo-formation. The 
question then is: do we accept one undifferentiated *-lo-formation at 
the initial stage of Armenian, and if so, is its substantival (the later 
infinitive) or rather is its adjectival usage (the later participle) the 
older one? Or should one rather start from two different (adjectival 
and substantival) formations? 

Like Meillet and Vogt, Stempel adheres to the unitarian view. 
But whereas the former explained both infinitive and participle from 
an original noun, Stempel starts from an original adjective, arguing 
that substantivation of an original adjective (turning into the infini- 
tive) is more probable than the converse procedure. 

Though indeed, in my opinion, the Armenian participle is an in- 
herited adjective, the same does not hold for the infinitive. The impor- 
tance of the pair Oir. él: Russ. pojlo here becomes clear. The evidence 
of joyl for an adjectival *-lo-suffix is at least counterbalanced by jil. 
When substantival *-lo-formations did exist at the Indo-European 
level, there is nothing against accepting their presence in Proto- 
Armenian, too. 

Traces of old substantive *-lo-formations might still be present 
in a few archaic Armenian abstracts like tesil (gen. teslean) ‘vision’, 
argel (uninflected) ‘obstacle’; maybe also in kat‘il (o-stem) ‘drop’, 
erkiw] (i-stem) ‘fear’. These and similar words might be of importance 
to the study of the prehistory of the Armenian infinitive and, regretta- 
bly, have not been discussed by Stempel. 

Thus it is on the basis of an inherited adjectival *-lo-formation 
that Stempel studies the infinitive and participle in Armenian. 


III Infinitive and Gerund 


4, Turning now to the verbal abstract in -] it should be stressed 
that the term ‘infinitive’ is ambiguous. The verbal abstract functions 
as a predicate in subordinate clauses; only in this case I shall use the 
term infinitive. It also functions as a noun in that it can be inflected, 
can be accompanied by the article or an attributive pronoun, or can be 
dependent from a noun or preposition; in these cases I shall use the 
term gerund (except in quotations). This syntactic aspect of the verbal 
abstract in -] was elaborated by Vogt (1935) and is rightly followed by 
' Stempel (p. 23), who, however, does not always disentangle himself 
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from the inherent ambiguity of the term ‘infinitive’ in Armenian 
grammar. Armenian grammar probably adopted this ambiguous 
designation, as infinitive and gerund are morphologically identical 
formations. A similar situation exists in Classical Greek (which forms 
a gerund by adding the article to the infinitive) and Tocharian (which 
adds inflectional endings to it). In other Indo-European languages, in- 
finitive and gerund are mutually independent formations (Latin di- 
cere: dicendi; Old High Gernman néman: némannes; English to see: 
seeing). 

The syntax of the verbal abstract with respect to its subject and 
its direct object has been described by Vogt (cf. Stempel 19-22): both 
infinitive and gerund can be accompanied by a direct object in the ac- 
cusative case; as a rule, infinitives place their subject in the dative, 
gerunds in the genitive, also if their subject is coreferent with the main 
phrase subject. Thus: 

Infinitive: Zarangel k‘ez (dat.) z-erkir (acc.) ‘in order for you to 
inherit the earth’. 

Gerund: y-ôrhnel-n nora (gen.) z-nosa (acc.) ‘at his blessing 
them’. Z-ays (acc.) Iselov t‘agawori-n (gen.) asac“ ‘at the king’s hearing 
this he (the king) said’. 

With both groups exceptions are possible that will be discussed 
below. 

The construction of the infinitive with a dative subject is gener- 
ally considered an inner-Armenian development (Stempel 21-22), 
which is in accordance with Disterheft’s treatment of the dative infin- 
itive subject from the Indo-European perspective (1980: 185-6) and 
need not detain us here. 


5. Stempel (p. 18) remarks that Vogt, Meillet, and Jensen con- 
sider the Armenian ‘infinitive’ as a formation that to a high degree re- 
tained its etymological nominal character, as its subject is expressed 
by the genitive (it should be noted that this only concerns the gerund). 
He points out that in that case the accusative object of the verbal ab- 
stract is not accounted for. From a diachronic study Stempel expects 
an answer to the problem of whether the nominal (gerundival) or ver- 
bal (infinitival) use of the ‘infinitive’ is the old one (p. 23) and pro- 
ceeds to formulate two questions (p. 49): to what extent is the Arme- 
nian ‘infinitive’ indeed still an archaic verbal noun, and how did the 
verbal adjective (the only etymological origin of the *-lo-formation in 
his view) develop into ‘infinitive’ within Armenian? 

Stempel’s first question lacks precision, and I wonder whether 
he correctly understood Meillet and especially Vogt, who (1935: 11) 
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starts his treatment of the ‘infinitive’ with the statement: “l'infinitif 
est à la fois verbe et nom” and concludes (p. 12): “parmi les emplois 
de l’infinitif on distingue donc deux grands groupes, l’un où l’infinitif 
garde tous les caractéristiques du nom, l’autre où la nature nominale 
de l’infinitif n’apparait plus. . . .” Thus, Vogt is very clear: on the syn- 
chronic level, the infinitive by definition is not a noun but the gerund 
is. Strictly speaking, Stempel’s first question, which confuses the syn- 
chronic and diachronic aspects of the problem and which does not 
distinguish between infinitive and gerund, thus has been answered. 

Itis true, however, that Vogt started from the assumption that the 
infinitival usage of the verbal abstract is explainable from its nominal 
origin and thus, historically speaking, is secondary. It is this view that 
is attacked by Stempel. 


6. After a short presentation of the infinitival constructions in 
the main Indo-European languages and in Georgian, Stempel sketches 
the following general model of the development of an infinitive: 
I. Existence of different verbal nouns (Old Irish); I. individual case- 
forms of various formations are isolated from the nominal paradigm 
(Vedic); HI. one (Sanskrit) or a few (Hittite) of these case-forms are se- 
lected for exclusive infinitival usage and constructed verbally; 
IV. development of a gerund by renominalization of the infinitive 
(Classical Greek). 

Stempel assumes that the Armenian infinitive belongs to stage — 
III in that it is constructed verbally, has a normally final character 
(which may be doubted in view of Vogt 1935: 31 ff.) and generally is 
an ‘inflectional category’ in the sense of Kuryłowicz. It seems to me 
that this characterization is correct and essentially what Vogt estab- 
lished: the infinitive is not a noun. 

As for the gerund, what is its historical relation to the infinitive? 
Stempel states (pp. 55-56): “da jedoch nur einzelne Kasusformen aus 
dem nominalen Zusammenhang gelöst und verbalisiert werden, 
muss das nominale Paradigma des armenischen Infinitiv als sekundär 
restituiert erklart werden. Ausschlaggebend fiir diese Ansicht ist v.a. 
die Beobachtung, dass im Hethitischen und Altgeorgischen die 
Abstraktbildungen, die dem jeweiligen Infinitiv zugrunde liegen, ihre 
nominale Rektion beibehalten, während im Armenischen sämtliche 
Kasusformen des Infinitivs verbal konstruiert werden.” The state- 
ment on Hittite is incomplete; but it is better to expose Stempel’s line 
of reasoning further. 

At this point we might expect the following development of the 
*lo-formation in Armenian: O. Existence of adjectival *-lo- 
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formations; I. substantivization of these formations that come to func- 
tion as verbal abstracts; II.-III. development of the infinitive; 
IV. renominalization of the infinitive into the gerund (secondarily in- 
flected as an o-stem by analogy with the participles). 

It is especially the development of the stage O > stage I that is 
rejected by Stempel, who argues that other abstracts eventually func- 
tioning as an infinitive (a feature essential for stage I) are lacking in 
Armenian. To this the question is added why the *-lo-formation 
would have been chosen at all to function as an abstract in view of the 
fact that other productive abstract-formations were available. Stem- 
pel then sketches the following: 

Prehistoric Armenian already possessed an infinitive as an in- 
flectional category (stage HI) that was not the *-lo-formation; this in- 
finitive probably was a *-tu- or a *-ti-formation. As this prehistoric 
infinitive became blurred by phonetic developments, newly formed 
verbs assumed the formans *-lo (‘‘das ihnen ansonsten als Verbalad- 
jektiv diente,” p. 58) in the function of an infinitive, probably in the 
dative case in *-lôi. From these verbs, the l-infinitive spread to the 
other verbs. The essential point here is that the adjectival *-lo- 
formation filled an infinitival slot directly, without passing through 
stage I. I assume that this development in Stempel’s view would ex- 
plain the accusative object with the l-infinitive. 


7. Itis difficult to adhere to this view. I do not see how an adjecti- 
val *-lo-formation could be used to function as an infinitive. The 
main issue here is Stempel’s failure to recognize substantival *-lo- 
formations outside the verbal system in Armenian. If one would ac- 
cept the existence of traces of substantival *-lo-formations both in 
Indo-European and in Armenian, as set out above (section 3.), their 
eventual use as verbal nouns would be easier to understand. 

Why have no other abstract-formations been used for the forma- 
tion of the Armenian infinitive? They indeed might have been there: 
the development into stage III involves the loss of competing forma- 
tions. If we have no trace of such competing formations, this does not 
mean that the remaining formation was never in competition: it just 
won completely. In this respect Armenian would only be slightly fur- 
ther developed than Sanskrit, which is far on its way to eliminating 
any infinitival formation beyond the formation in -tum. One might 
subscribe to Stempel’s suggestion to assume infinitival *-ti- or *-tu- 
formations in Armenian which were lost for the reasons indicated. 
These, together with — as it seems to me — old *-lo-abstracts would 
meet all the conditions required. 
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Why have synchronically productive abstract-formations not 
been used for the formation of the Armenian infinitive? The question 
is an interesting one, but cannot be turned into an argument. Why did 
Hittite develop an infinitive from abstracts in -atar {-anna) but not 
from abstracts in -eë$ar? If one starts from the etymologically verifi- 
able assumption that at a given stage any abstract noun could develop 
into an infinitive, several answers to the question of why a given ab- 
stract did not turn into an infinitive are possible: maybe the formation 
was not yet developed or productive; maybe it was semantically not 
yet an abstract. Each case should be studied in its own right. 


8. Turning now to the gerund, one must admit that the concept 
of renominalization is an appealing one in certain cases: 

Sometimes the Armenian gerund is constructed as an infinitive 
in that its subject appears in the dative (Vogt 1935: 34-36): i kal nma 
(dat.) against the more regular i kal-n nora (gen.) ‘at his being (in 
prayer)’. One might accept renominalization here if one assumes that 
renominalization involves nominalizing an infinitive while retaining 

“its complements unchanged (cf. Vogt 1935: 44). This is what happens 
in Classical Greek. Within Armenian, these infinitivally constructed 
gerunds are rare, however, and I do not think that the gerund generally 
can be considered a renominalized infinitive in Armenian. 

As set out above (section 5.), Stempel’s main problem here is the 
accusative object of the gerund. Having explained this accusative ob- 
ject as the result of the renominalization of the infinitive, he now faces 
the problem of explaining the genitive subject of the gerund. Two pos- 
sible explanations are offered: the genitive is the only possible 
subject-case in such sentences in which “der Infinitiv als reines No- 
men fungiert” (p. 59), as...kamin...2-daïnal-n nora (gen.) ‘I wish 
his returning’; from here the genitive subject might have spread to 
cases ‘wo der Infinitiv mit Objekt - nach obiger Erklärung erst sekun- 
dar - von einem Nomen abhängig gemacht wurder’ (ibid.). Here one 
might argue that the example given above, i kal nma (dat.), would 
show that in any case the genitive subject is not the only possibility. 
The second proposal for explaining the genitive subject of a gerund 
starts from the type z-ays (acc.) Iselov t'agawori-n (gen.) ‘at the king’s 
hearing this’. The genitive is explained as having originated under the 
influence of the preterital counterpart z-ays lueal t‘agawori-n ‘the 
king having heard this’, a participial construction where the genitive 
subject is old. It would be difficult to prove or disprove such an expla- 
nation that to my mind has an ad hoc character. 
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9. Mainly the etymological evidence adduced above seems to 
suggest that the development as sketched by Vogt is correct: the infini- 
tive developed from a noun, the gerund. Vogt convincingly demon- 
strates this development within Armenian itself on the basis of syn- 
chronic material (1935: 32 ff.) and does so assuming an original 
accusative (in *-lom). Stempel prefers an old dative in *-ldi as the 
basis of the infinitive, mainly because of the semantically final char- 
acter of the infinitive. There is room for doubt here: purpose clauses 
are not the only types of infinitival sentences in Armenian. Vogt 
clearly shows that verb complement clauses are abundant, too. The 
infinitive predicate of a verb complement clause can be easily ex- 
plained as an old accusative; in purpose clauses the infinitive may 
represent an accusative of direction, as Vogt suggested. It is difficult to 
decide here; maybe we can assume that the infinitive in -] represents 
two old formations, in *-lom and in *-l6i. Then again, much depends 
on one’s view of the development of the inherited dative in Armenian, 
for which I refer to Kortlandt (1984: 102). 

Be this as it may, if indeed a noun is the etymological basis of 
both infinitive and gerund, it is most probable that the genitive subject 
of the gerund is old. What about the accusative object? The gerund be- 
ing anoun, one indeed expects to see its object in the genitive case; the 
accusative object thus is secondary, as Vogt and Stempel (in different 
ways) agree. 

It may well be that an original genitive object of the gerund is still 
preserved in Armenian. Jensen (1959: § 389) cites i k‘aranc‘-n (gen.) 
haneloy i jroy ‘by drawing the stones (gen.) out of the water’ (Eznik). I 
have no insight into the actual frequency of these cases (that are not 
discussed by Stempel): Jensen states that they are not rare, but his sec- 
ond example, Mark 1, 14, seems to be incorrect. If such cases are old, 
the syntactic behavior of the armenian infinitive and gerund with re- 
spect to their object is identical to Hittite: 

The Hittite infinitive in -wanzi has an accusative object. This in- 
finitive is a petrified case-form of a noun in -war that itself also func- 
tions as a gerund; as a gerund, the noun in -war has its object either in 
the genitive or in the accusative (Neu 1982: 143-144). Even if the geni- 
tive object of the Armenian gerund is to be considered an incidental 
deviation, Hittite alone suffices to show how a noun develops into a 
verbal noun and how an accusative object can be secondarily intro- 
duced. 

Within Armenian one can exemplify how an accusative object 
replaced a genitive one in the phrase adduced by Vogt and too rashly 
dismissed by Stempel (pp. 18-19): i jern cnndean Ewayi (subj., gen.) z- 
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Kayén (obj., acc.) ‘by Eve’s giving birth to Cain’ (Agat‘angetos). The 
noun cnund here does not mean ‘birth’, but ‘the act of birth-giving’; 
the accusative object here is due to the verbal semantics of the nomi- 
nal abstract in -und. One might add orpés tesil-s ac‘ac‘ (subj., gen.) z- 
aregakan z-loys ‘like the fact of our eyes’ seeing the sunlight’ (Yaëax- 
apatum [ed. Venice, 1954], p. 28): the noun tesil here does not mean 
‘that what one sees, that by which something is seen’, but ‘the act of 
seeing’. 


10. It seems to me that we can assume the following develop- 
ment of the Armenian verbal abstract: A. Existence of a nominal ab- 
stract in *-lo. B. Development of an infinitive as an inflectional cate- 
gory, i.e. with an accusative object. The corresponding nominal 
abstract remains in existence and is constructed nominally (genitive 
subject and object): such a stage is attested in Vedic and discussed by 
Disterheft (1980: 190-1). C. Development of the nominal abstract into 
a verbal noun in that the nominal abstract replaced its genitive object 
by an accusative one. The process can be exemplified in Hittite and 
may still be seizable in Armenian itself. D. Limited renominalization 
of the infinitive (the type i kal nma). 

The development of a noun into a verbal abstract as sketched 
here can to a large extent be traced within Armenian itself. This sug- 
gests a relatively recent development of the verbal abstract, a point in 
which I agree with Stempel. 


IV Participle 


a. Morphology 

11. The synchronic formation of the armenian participle is dis- 
cussed by Stempel (p. 26). One of the problems here is the dual forma- 
tion from e-verbs: sirec‘eal next to sireal. The many hypotheses on 
these two forms are best described by Abrahamyan (1953: 170 ff.). Re- 
cently, Arak‘elyan (1981: 183 f.) showed that the use of the variant in 
-ec‘eal increases from the fifth century onwards. The opinion that 
xawseal means ‘spoken’ against xawsec‘eal ‘betrothed’ (as in Matt. 1, 
16; Luke 1,27), expressed in our handbooks, needs precision in view 
of Deut. 22, 25; Luke 2, 5 (cf. Vogt 1935: 6). 

Diachronically, the participle became integrated into the Arme- 
nian aorist-system. Stempel discusses the genesis of the Armenian c‘- 
aorist (pp. 62-66): the formans -ac‘- consists of the suffix *-sk-; the -a- 
originally belonged to a-verbs (thus eli-c‘, mna-c‘) and spread over the 
other verbs (gorce-ac‘). So the eal-participle cannot represent an 
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aorist-stem in -ea- followed by *-lo. Rather, the verbal adjective in 
*-elo- was integrated into the aorist-system and the vowel -e- of this 
combination secondarily developed into -ea- in the following way: 

Aor. gorcec'i: gorceac‘ 

Part. gorceloy: *gorcel > gorceal 

This explanation presupposes that the *-lo-suffix had already 
been attached to a thematic verbal stem and had been generalized in 
this form. Participles like k‘alc‘eal ‘hungry’ next to the aor. k‘alc‘eay 
(< *k‘alc‘i-ay) might favor an analysis *k‘alc‘i-al and thus point into a 
different direction. 


b. Synchronic syntax 
12. The syntax of the Armenian participle has often been 
described, but it seems to me that there is room to stress some particu- 
lar points. Therefore, I may be excused to repeat the facts once again. 
The participle can be used in adjectival function; it can be sub- 
stantivized; it can be used as an apposition (a participium coniunc- 
tum) or as a predicate. Synchronically, it is indifferent as to diathesis: 
verbal syntax determines active or passive value. As a predicate, the 
participle (optionally combined with the copula) functions as a per- 
fect. To a large extent, the syntax of the participle in Armenian con- 
cerns the expression of the subject. 
The following situation is the regular one in a statistical sense: 
A. Intransitive 
predic.: na (nom.) ekeal (é) - he (nom.) has come 
es (nom.) ekeal (em) - I (nom.) have come 
This construction is personal. 
appos.: na (nom.) ekeal asér - he having come, said 
es (nom.) ekeal aséi - I having come, said . 
Both in predicative and in appositional phrases the subject (na, 
es) can be omitted. . 
B. Passive 
predic.: na teaseal (é) - he has been seen 
es teseal (em) - I have been seen 
appos.: na teseal asér - he having been seen, said 
es teseal aséi - I having been seen, said 
The passive construction is identical to the intransitive one (type A). 
An overt subject (na, es) may be omitted. The agent can be expressed 
by the preposition i with ablative. 
C. Transitive 
predic.: nora (gen.) teseal (6) z-ayr-n (acc.) 
he (gen.) has seen the man (acc.) 
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im (gen.) teseal (6) z-ayr-n (acc.) 
I (gen.) have seen the man (acc.) 
Omission of the agent is not regularly allowed (but see section 15.). If 
expressed, the copula always appears in the 3rd singular form; the 
participle is invariable. The construction thus is impersonal. 

appos.: nora teseal z-ayr-n asé 

he (gen.) having seen the man, says 
The agent appears in the genitive, even if coreferent with the main 
phrase subject. Here it is possible to drop the overt agent: teseal 
z-ayr-n asé ‘having seen the man, he says’. 

With the transitive participle the object mostly appears in the 
definite form (with z-). The indefinite form, too, occurs. It seems to me 
that the accusative here follows the normal rules in Armenian: 

ayl im (gen.) y-ayr t‘agawor o¢ jgeal jern (acc.) erbék‘ ‘but I (gen.) 
never raised a hand (unmarked acc.) against a king’ (Faustus 5, 4 [ed. 
Venice, 1933, p. 204]). 

An indefinite, unmarked object more often occurs with the ap- 
positional transitive perfect, e.g. hrestakut‘iwn arak‘eal alac‘esc‘é. . . 
‘having sent a message, he will ask. . .’ (Luke 14, 32). 


13. The types A-B-C occurring most frequently, there are never- 
theless different kinds of exceptions and special constructions. It 
seems to me that Vogt’s call (1935: 64) for a detailed study of dated 
texts, which especially applies to some of the types to be mentioned 
below, still has not been carried out. 


Aa: Intransitive participles with a genitive subject: 

nora ekeal (6) - he (gen.) has come 

im ekeal (6) - I (gen.) have come 

nora ekeal asér - he (gen.) having come, said 

Type Aa is identical to type C. Vogt established that this type is 
especially frequent in negative sentences, though it does not occur 
only there. Therefore, it cannot be discarded from the discussion as 
Stempel (p. 69), following most scholars, does. 


Bb: Passive participles with genitive subject 

This type is hardly existent (Minassian 1980: 89). The examples 
adduced by Jensen 1959: § 475 are not cogent (Schmalstieg 1984: 141 
f.). Stempel is right in not mentioning the type. 


D. Impersonals 
This type is not explicitly discussed by Stempel. It consists of a 
participle in the nom.-acc.sg. form, optionally accompanied by a 3rd 
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singular copula, and an accusative object. It should be translated with 
an impersonal expression. Examples are given by Lyonnet (1933: 100) 
and Vogt (1933: 61-62). Some of the references cited by Minassian 
(1980: 93-94) belong here, too. Examples: 

orum xawsec‘eal z-Mariam (Matt. 1, 16) ‘to whom one had be- 
trothed Maria (acc.)’. 

mine ¢‘ew ér cackeal z-marmin-n (acc.) srboy, ink‘n t'agawor-n 
Pap ert‘eal pateac‘. . . ‘before one had buried the body (acc.) of the 
saint, king Pap himself, having come, covered (him). . . (Faustus 5, 24 
fed. Venice 1933, p. 222]). . 

The following examples from Eznik belong here, too; textemen- 
dations proposed for these phrases are not necessary: 

tueal lic‘i k‘ez t‘agaworut‘iwn inn hazar tari, ew z-Ormizd i ve- 
ray k‘o ark‘ay kac‘uc‘eal (Eznik, ch. 145). The first part of the sentence 
is passive (type B), the second part belongs to type D: ‘let kingship be 
given to you for 9000 years, and let there have been established Or- 
mizd (acc.) king over you (i.e. and let Ormizd be established king over 
you)’. 

Et'é ¢ér astuacakarozs (acc.pl.). . . arak‘eal (Eznik p. 102, 8) ‘if 
there had not been sent preachers-of-God’.* 

Sentences of this type are neither active nor passive. The differ- 
ence between the passive type B and the impersonal type D can be ex- 
emplified by (passive:) arcat‘ tueal & ‘money has been given’ against 


(impersonal:) z-arcat‘-n tueal é ‘there has been given the money’. 


14. It has often been pointed out that the genitive subject of an 
active participle (type C) is necessary to distinguish between active 
and passive (type B). This might be only partly true. Indeed, in nora 
tueal & (type A) ‘he has given’ the genitive marks the active against 
(na) tueal é (type B) ‘he has been given’. But in practice an active pred- 
icate without an object (as in Mark 5, 16) does not occur frequently. 
The presence of an object is at least as distinctive as that of a genitive 
subject. 

The real ambiguity, or rather complementarity, is between the 
types C (active) and D (impersonal). The phrase nora tueal ē z-arcat‘-n — 
‘he has given the money’ is distinguished from type D tueal é 
z-arcat'-n ‘there has been given the money’ by its genitive only. It is 
not by chance that Benveniste (1966: 202-3) based his discussion on 
the ambiguity of the different types of perfect mainly on these two 
types. 

The view that the genitive subject is only partly necessary to dis- 
tinguish between active and passive also applies to the appositional 
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perfect: the passive phrase harc‘eal krkin tē. . . asē (Eznik p. 121, 10) 
‘having been asked, whether . . ., he said’ is structurally identical to 
the active phrase teseal z-ayr-n asé ‘having seen the man he said’. In 
the latter phrase the overt subject (that should have been in the geni- 
tive case) can regularly be omitted (section 12.). When no object is ex- 
pressed, active appositional participles require a genitive subject. 
Thus: urumn (gen.) teseal patmeac‘ z-noc‘ané (abl.) (Agat. § 161) 
‘someone (gen.) having seen told about them’. 

It will be clear, then, that the genitive subject of the active parti- 
ciple will become superfluous when type D starts to disappear. In the 
next section I shall indicate possible reasons for the disintegration of 
type D. 


c. Ulterior developments 

15. A genetic approach to the syntax of the Armenian participle 
should be based on the types mentioned so far (A-Aa-B-C-D). Before 
approaching this problem, I shall try to trace the ulterior development 
of the Armenian participle and its syntax up to Middle Armenian. 
Some precisions to the common view on this development can be 
made. As is well known, the development results into the complete 
elimination of the genitive subject. 


Cc. Active participles with a non-overt subject 

Attention of scholars has always focused on the expression of 
the subject in active constructions. This may be the reason that the 
existence of predicative transitive participles with a non-overt subject 
has received less attention. They do exist, however, in Classical texts 
already. 

Here belong many of the references cited by Minassian (1980: 88 
[sub a.1.]) as instances of anominative subject with the active predica- 
tive participle. In the Bible one finds e.g.: 

ayn¢‘ap‘ nSans arareal ér ‘he had done so many miracles’ (John 
12, 37), Greek: memounxdtoc. 

k‘anzi z-ayn ngan tueal ér noc‘a (dat.) ‘because this sign he (Ju- 
das) had given them’ (Luke 22, 47), Greek: de6axe1 adroic. 

It seems to me that such constructions cannot be called imper- 
sonal anymore, though they are restricted to 3rd person singular 
forms. Rather, they represent a first step to ‘normalizing’ the transitive 
type C by not expressing its genitive subject. 

The example in Agat‘angelos (§ 47) goes just one step further: 
z-asxarh-n yink‘eans graweal éin i carayut‘iwn ‘because they had 
subdued the country for themselves’, showing a 3rd plural verb-form. 
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Itis hardly possible to call this occurrence ‘nachklassisch’ (Stempel p. 
29, note 7). 

It will be seen that type Cc and type D are mutually exclusive. 
Thus, oroc“ (dat.) tueal ér z-arcat‘-n (Luke 19, 15) ‘to whom he had 
given the money (acc.)’ belongs to type Cc only on the strength of the 
Greek text: ois de5axet tò Goybouov. As far as Armenian is concerned, 
the phrase might also mean ‘to whom there had been given the 
money’. Thus the rise of type Cc. entails the loss of type D. A closer 
study of the texts would be necessary to verify this view. 


Ccc. Active participles with overt nominative subject 

With predicative active participles this type cannot completely 
be discarded in pure Classical texts. Nor is it necessary to do so, once 
one is willing to admit that the first traces of a breakdown of type C do 
appear already in our earliest documents, as attested by the type Cc. 
One can mention here: 

or . . . caxeal ér z-amenayn iné‘s iwr ‘that had sold all her pos- 
sessions’ (Luke 8, 43; Vogt 1935: 50). 

z-or (acc.) Yob-n (nom.) greal é ‘that (acc.) Job has written’ 
(Eznik, Vogt 1935: 53). Vogt’s proposed emendation (y-Yob-n, ‘what 
has been written in Job’) is not necessary and not followed by Mercier. 
Besides, Yob is not an o-stem in Eznik (gen. Yobay etc.). 

ew k‘awdeayk‘-n pndeal in et'ë ‘and the Chaldaeans had af- 

firmed that. . .’ (Eznik p. 70, 2; cf. Mercier 1959: 618). 
Stempel’s objection (p. 29, f.note 8) that the meaning of the verb here 
is intransitive (were convinced’), may apply to the other example ad- 
duced in this connection (Eznik p. 116, 4) by Minassian (1980: 88), but 
it seems quite possible that, in its context, the sentence quoted here 
has an active meaning. 

Vogt (1935: 56) cites three additional cases from the post- 
classical author EHSé. 

With the appositional active participle this type is more frequent 
in Classical texts: areal acé z-na satanay {nom.) ‘having taken (him) 
satan brought him (Matt. 4, 5). Here the overt nominative may be sub- 
ject to syntactic restraints as Stempel (p. 30) indicates, though this 
view is not necessary. 


E. personal active perfects 

In my view, the types Cc and Ccc testify to the beginning of the 
breakdown of the old active type C with the genitive subject in fifth 
century Armenian already. The development into a personal active 
perfect is completed in the eighth century; in Lewond we find: 
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z-or (acc.) ink‘neank‘ (nom.) xolxoleal éin ‘whom they them- 
selves had strangled’ (Ch. 7 [ed. St.-Peterburg 1887, p. 21]). 

jez tueal emk‘ z-bnakut‘iwns mer ‘to you we have given our 
dwellings’ (ch. 8, p. 24). 

To what extent the old construction (C) was given up in Lewond 
and in later authors remains to be established. 

The development as sketched in this section shows that the loss 
of the genitive subject has nothing to do with the new opposition be- 
tween active and passive perfect in Middle Armenian: na bere] é ‘he 
has carried’ against na ber-u-el é ‘he has been carried’ (Stempel p. 86). 
Indeed, as late as the thirteenth century we still find the situation that 
existed in Lewond’s time: 

intr.: ekel ë - ‘he has come’ 

pass.: or... hastatel é - ‘that has been confirmed’ 

trans.: z-or. . . em grel - ‘that I have written’. 

Cf. Karst (1901: 354 with note 1) and Aéaryan (1961: 216-217). 


d. Previous explanations 

16. Returning to Classical Armenian, the central problem of the 
syntax of the participle is to explain the existence of a genitive subject 
and its distribution over the types involved. With the exception of 
Vogt, all scholars base their explanations on the situation A-B-C as the 
original one. Type Aa (intransitives with a genitive object) is consid- 
ered as secondary by all except Vogt. Again, only Vogt attempted an 
explanation of the type D (impersonals). 

With the exception of Schmalstieg (1984), all scholars base their 
solutions of the genitive subject on the normal functions of a genitive 
in a ‘standard’ Indo-European language, considering it either an ad- 
nominal genitive (Meillet, Lyonnet, Vogt), a genetivus possessivus 
(Lohmann, Benveniste, De Lamberterie), or a genetivus auctoris 
(Schmidt, Trost, Stempel). Thibau (1966) starts from a genetivus abso- 
lutus. 

Depending on the explanation of the genitive, the eal-form is 
considered an original nomen actionis (Meillet, Lyonnet, Vogt) or an 
original participle. The original diathesis of this participle is thought 
to be intransitive (Trost, Schmalstieg) or intransitive-passive (Ben- 
veniste, Stempel). Only Schmidt starts from an original indifference 
as to diathesis. 

The use of the participle itself as an apposition or its syntax in 
this function is considered secondary by all authors in different ways. 
Most explicit is Schmidt, who is partially followed by Stempel: both 
assume that the use of the participle itself as an apposition is not sec- 
ondary, but that parts of its syntax in this function are. 
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Stempel (pp. 68-83) reviews the explanations of the transitive 
perfect as given in the past and rightly rejects them all. I shall not dis- 
cuss his treatment of Lohmann and of Trost. Thibau (1966) has been 
overlooked. In the following, only those counter-arguments adduced 
by Stempel that seem cogent to me will be mentioned. 


17. The predicative construction represents an original noun 
(Meillet, Lyonnet, Vogt): ‘there is seeing-him of me’. Deeters’ counter- 
argument: one does not say ‘there is coming of me’ was met by Vogt 
who stated that this indeed was what had been said, the type Aa. For 
Vogt the situation Aa-B-C-D is original, type A (intransitives with 
nominative subject) secondary. According to Vogt, type D (imper- 
sonals) proves Meillet’s thesis: in teseal ē z-na ‘one has seen him’, the 
participle functions as the logical subject, ‘the action of seeing-him 
is’. 

I agree with Stempel’s view that the participle is an original ad- 
jective and thus reject Meillet’s solution. A main counter-argument of 
Stempel’s here is that Meillet’s approach entails that the use of the 
participle as an apposition must be an innovation, which is not proba- 
ble. In this I partly agree with him (see section 27.). 


18. The genitive agent represents an original genetivus posses- 
sivus. This view (found in nucleo with Aytonian 1883: 215 note) has 
been defended by Benveniste: the agent possesses the action; the geni- 
tive with copula ‘his is’ equates ‘he has’; the object possessed is the 
participle. Thus: | 

eius est visum: he has seen 

| eius est vestimentum: he has a garment 

As the construction is equivalent to an active vidit, that which is seen 
is transferred to the accusative case. As the participle is originally 
intransitive-passive, one “probably but not demonstrably” (Ben- 
veniste) must start from a sentence like *eius est visus ille > eius est 
visum illum. The main problem here, as Stempel indicates, is that the 
construction is explained on the basis of the copula alone, whereas in 
the sentence *eius est visus ille the object possessed is not the partici- 
ple, but rather ille. Thus one wonders how the impersonal character 
of the construction is to be explained if the object of the action were 
plural: *eius sunt visi illi. De Lamberterie addresses this problem ` 
(1984: 233) with the remark that the absence of a type *nora (gen.) te- 
seal en (plur.) nok‘a (nom. pl.) proves that the periphrastic perfect was 
very early integrated into the verbal system of Armenian. This is a 
statement but not an explanation.’ : 
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Furthermore, though the use itself of the participle as an apposi- 
tion is explainable in Benveniste’s view, its syntax presents problems 
(see below, section 27.). 


19. I agree with Stempel (following Deeters) that the Georgian 
ergative construction cannot be the genetic source of the syntax of the 
Armenian perfect, nor is it probable that the Armenian perfect has 
been influenced by the Georgian ergative. The argument that starting 
from an ergative construction, an accusative-object is not explainable 
(p. 82), is not cogent, however. See for this, recently, Kortlandt (1983: 
322). À new view opens when one adduces the Armenian material as 
comparative evidence for the ergative character of Indo-European it- 
self (Schmalstieg 1984), an approach that is not discussed by Stempel. 
It seems to me that the Armenian situation only resembles an ergative 
type if one studies it on the basis of the ‘‘canonical” type A-B-C. If, 
however, as 1 think, Vogt is right in starting from the situation Aa-B-C- 
Das the original one, there is no need to attempt an ergative approach 
as far as Armenian is concerned. 


e. Stempel’s approach l 
20. Stempel’s own “Versuch eines Neuansatzes” is based on the 

view that the Armenian participle is originally intransitive-passive. 

Historically, this view rests on the form joy! (see section 3.}. Syn- 

chronically, the fact that substantivized participles only have an in- 

transitive or a passive meaning (meteal ‘dead person’, arak‘eal ‘that 

has been sent, apostle’) is considered as indicative. Thus, if a 

genetivus possessivus (Benveniste) is excluded, the starting-point for 

the active predicative perfect should be looked for in a passive phrase 
with a genetivus auctoris. The underlying phrase is: *nora (gen.) te- 
seal & ayr (nom.) ‘by him (gen.) has been seen the man (nom.)’. As far 
as the predicative active perfect is concerned, Schmidt (1962) starts 
from the same position. It should be stressed, however, that Schmidt’s 
view on the original diathesis of the participle is different (see section 

23.). The problem, then, is why and how this passive became exclu- 

sively active. Stempel’s proposal involves the following develop- 

ments: 

1. The intransitive-passive predicative participle, being incorporated 
into the aorist-system, is opposed to finite synthetic verb-forms 
that distinguish active and passive (tesi ‘I saw’: tesay ‘I was 
seen’). 

2. The passive predicative perfect is ‘normalized’ as to its agent, 
which (as with the finite passive forms) now was expressed by a 
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prepositional phrase (i with ablative). The genitive agent re- 
mains in existence and now is redundant. 

3. The redundant type is given active value in an attempt to reach a 
parallelism with the finite verb-forms. The active value resides 
in the construction (*nora teseal & ayr) as a whole. 

4. As the original subject (ayr) now became the logical object, it was 
grammatically marked as an accusative by the prefix z-: nora te- 
seal é z-ayr-n. The logical subject remains in the genitive to en- 
able a distinction between active and passive meaning.® 

5. At this stage, the active value is transferred to the participle itself. 
In this way, appositional participles (that up to this stage only 
could have intransitive-passive value) could go and function as 
transitives and receive an accusative object. Here, too, the geni- 
tive subject remains necessary to distinguish verbal gender. 


21. Stempel’s proposal is unacceptable to me for the following 
reasons: 

As in Benveniste’s explanation, it is not made clear why the ac- 
tive construction is impersonal (the copula only appearing in the 3rd 
singular). What would the outcome have been if one started from 
*nora teseal en ark‘, eius visi sunt homines? 

The decisive development in stage 3. is based on the assumption 
that there is a parallelism between active and passive in Armenian. 
This is not regularly the case, as Meillet (1962: 91-92) demonstrated: 
the passive is not regularly the inverse of the active. Rather, the nor- 
mal function of the Armenian passive lies in its impersonal use, as a 
rule involving no complements indicating agent, of the type t'ui (inj) 
‘it seems (to me)’. 

So it would seem that the conditions of a transfer from passive to 
active are not present in Armenian. 


f. Another approach 
22. Itseems to me that an attempt to solve the syntax of the active 

perfect in Armenian should be based on the following elements: 

— The Armenian participle originally is an adjective (Stempel) and 
is indifferent as to diathesis (Schmidt). 

— The starting-point for the subsequent development was a situation 
in which both transitive and intransitive perfects had their sub- 
ject in the genitive (Vogt). 

— The syntax of the predicative perfect finds an explanation in the 
concept of the nominal, non-copulative sentence. 

— The genitive originally represents a predicative adjective. 

The following sections will clarify these points. 


ff 
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23. (Diathesis) 

Stempel’s argument that substantivations (mereal, arak‘eal) show the 
inherent intransitive-passive character of the Armenian participle 
looks convincing. Cases like hawatac‘eal ‘believer’, urac‘eal ‘rene- 
gate’, heceal ‘horse-man’ are no exceptions, as they are based on in- 
transitive verbs. 

Nevertheless, I doubt whether a substantivized participle with- 
out an argument can adduce an indication for original diathesis. The 
Armenian perfect denotes a state. A participle of a transitive verb, if 
used without an argument {as is mostly the case with substantivation) 
could only mean ‘having reached a state after external action’ (pas- 
sive: arak‘eal), or ‘having reached a state by one’s own action’. In the 
latter case the substantivized participle is intransitive: kamec‘eal ‘one 
who wishes’ (Eznik, Minassian 1980:75). Potential active value, ‘hav- 
ing reached a state of affecting someone’ can only be triggered off by 
adding an argument, mostly an object, in Armenian possibly a subject, 
too. Thus: i seneak ylac‘eloy z-is (acc.) ‘into the chamber of her that 
conceived me’ (Song of Solomon 3, 4; but ylac‘eloyn i k‘én ‘of the one 
that was conceived by you’ in the Sharakans). Admittedly, these cases 
are rare within Armenian; in translations from Greek, substantivized 
participles with an argument are mostly rendered by a subordinate 
phrase (cf. Bänäteanu 1937: 79 ff.) Nevertheless, Stempel’s argumen- 
tation seems to be invalid. 

Following Schmidt (1962: 231f.), I think that the Armenian par- 
ticiple is originally (and not synchronically only) indifferent as to 
diathesis. Schmidt points out that in a sentence like teseal z-ayr-n asé 
‘having seen-the-man, he said’, the accusative object of the participle 
can be explained on this basis, as there is no reason to assume that the 
appositional use of the participle in this phrase is secondary to the 
predicative construction. 

The analysis of type D (impersonals) might furnish another argu- 
ment. Type D is structurally identical to the Slavic facts adduced by 
Pedersen (1907: 157-159): a verbal adjective in *no- and in *to-, 
placed in the neuter singular and combined with an accusative object, 
results into a ‘subjektlose transitive ‘man’-form’. Pedersen showed 
that this construction is Common-Slavic and of Indo-European date.’ 
In Russian this construction also occurs with the l-preterite. 

As far as the *no- and the *to-participles are concerned, this syn- 
tactic behavior is adduced by Pedersen as one more proof of their orig- 
inal indifference as to diathesis. The Armenian type D easily fits into 
this picture. Pedersen gives a most important explanation of this type 
(1907: 159): “offenbar ist es eine alte regel, dass das neutrum ver- 
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schiedener verbaladjektive (. . .) mit dem akkusativ verbunden wird. 
Diese konstruktion beruht wohl darauf, dass das verbaladjektiv sub- 
stantiviert werden konnte und dann (mit, urspriinglich aber gewiss 
ohne kopula) prädikativ verwendet werden konnte . . . .”” Pedersen’s 
explanation will be applied to the Armenian situation in section 25. 


24. (Distribution of the genitive subject) 

From a statistical point of view, the syntax of the Armenian perfect 
synchronically can be presented by the types A-B-C, as given in sec- 
tion 12. Is this the basis from which to start an historical explanation? 
Obviously, type D (impersonals) must also be integrated into such an 
explanation. There is no reason to assume that the type B (passives) 
and C (transitives with a genitive subject) are not original. This sec- 
tion will have to deal with the status of type A (intransitives with 
nominative subject) with respect to type Aa (intransitives with geni- 
tive subject). 

It has been remarked already that the type Aa (nora ekeal ë) is 
found, among others, especially with negative sentences. This in- 
duced Lyonnet (1933: 72) to state that it could not be passed over in 
silence. Vogt (1935: 62-63) thought that the type Aa was the original 
one, but could not give an explanation for its occurrence especially 
with negatives. 

Indeed, in Eznik, Vogt (1933: 54) found that out of nine negative 
sentences with a predicative intransitive participle, only one con- 
formed to the “regular” type A (with nominative subject), the others 
having a genitive subject (Aa). | 

The difference is less marked in Agat‘angelos. Using the Erevan 
concordance of this author, out of twelve cases of the use of an intran- 
sitive predicative perfect in a negative sentence (with oc‘, č- ‘not’, 
(mine) ë‘ew ‘before, not yet’, čik‘ ‘there is not’) with an overt subject, 
four cases with a genitive subject (Aa) against eight cases with a 
nominative one were found. 

The type Aa is nearly abssent in Faustus: out of six occurrences 
of the intransitive predicative negated participle with an overt sub- 
ject, the genitive subject occurs only once. 

In view of the situation in Eznik, it is difficult to explain type Aa 
as a irregular and incidental secondary spread of the genitive subject. 
The figures above rather point into the opposite direction: an original 
genitive subject (type Aa) was gradually replaced by a nominative 
subject (type A). This is in line with the general development of the 
Armenian perfect, which is characterized by a rather rapid loss of the 
genitive subject (section 15.), a process completed within three centu- 
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ries. An incidental spread of the genitive subject also is not really rec- 
oncilable with the fact that a passive type Bb (passives with genitive 
subject) does not exist. Rather, a type Bb does not exist because the 
passive never had a genitive subject. Consequently type Aa is more 
probably a relic than an innovation. If type Aa is a relic, it also is clear 
why it is not confined exclusively to negative sentences. Only, we 
must assume that negative sentences with an intransitive participle 
were more resistant to innovation than positive ones. 

This claim can be substantiated by pointing out that negative 
sentences show an archaic behavior in a related field of Armenian 
grammar, the nominal sentence. Non-copulative sentences are of 
Indo-European origin. As Meillet (1977: 139) pointed out, they tend to 
disappear in Armenian, but they have been relatively well preserved 
in a certain type of relative sentences, in negative sentences, and in 
sentences with a participial predicate. 

It thus is possible to show that negative sentences preserve an 
archaic character within Armenian, though I am not prepared to say 
why this would be the case. One will recall Disterheft’s remark (1980: 
114) that a general tendency for negative sentences towards an archaic 
behavior can be observed. On the basis of these considerations it 
seems to me that Vogt was right in considering the types Aa-B-C-D as 
the basis for an historical explanation. Type A is secondary. 


25. (the non-copulative sentence) 
Following Pedersen’s explanation of the transitive ‘man’-Sdtze’ with 
the *no- and *to-participles (section 23.), I assume that the predica- 
tive perfect finds its origin in a non-copulative sentence. In such sen- 
tences a substantivized participle occurs in the nom.-acc.sg. neuter 
and functions as a subject. A nominal predicate may be added. In gen- 
eral, if a nominal predicate is an adjective, it appears in the neuter sin- 
gular: mutabile femina; hitt. man antuwahhaé suppi ‘if a man is pure’ 
(Eichner 1984: 201*). Other examples are given by Lagercrantz (1933: 
21) and Kortlandt (1978). 

If the nominal predicate of a non-copulative sentence is a noun, 
a derived adjective is formed, again in the neuter. In Armenian, sucha 
derived adjective can be formed by the suffix *-sko (Kortlandt 1978: 
295); the predicative form thus ended in *-skom. In the case of some 
pronouns, it ended in *-rom (Weitenberg 1983). 

Thus, the postulated situation in Proto-Armenian may be given 
as follows (making abstraction of phonetic changes): 

Aa. Intr. *ekealom mardoskom having-come (is) the man’s 

B. Pass. *tesealom 
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D. Imp. *tesealom mardom (*mardom is an accusative) 

C. Act. *tesealom mardom merom 
Type B can be rendered as ‘(there is) a state of seeing’ (‘there has been 
seen’); this sentence is passive in the context of the Armenian passive 
sketched by Meillet. Type D means ‘(there is) a state of seeing-the- 
man’ (‘there has been seen the man’); type C : ‘a state of seeing-the- 
man (is) ours’ (‘we have seen the man’). 

When the copula is introduced, it can only be in the 3rd singular, 
because the subject (*ekealom, tesealom) is a singular. This explains 
the impersonal character (3rd singular verb only) of the types Aa, and 
Cin Armenian. 

The integration of these participial phrases into the verbal sys- 
tem of Armenian changes the balance of the sentence. The old subject 
(*ekealom, tesealom) is now considered as a predicate, the old nomi- 
nal predicate (*mardoskom, merom) as a subject. The object of the 
participle now becomes the object of the whole phrase. 

There is no need to assume that the object of the perfect (nora 
teseal é z-ayr-n) has ever been anything else than an accusative-form. 


26. (the genitive subject) 

This reinterpretation of the sentence goes hand in hand with the rein- 
terpretation of the derived adjectives as genitives: *-skom (> *-c'u > 
-c°) as a genitive plural, *-rom (> *-ru > -r) as a pronominal genitive. 
See for this process Kortlandt (1978). As the form in *-skom (> -c‘) 
now is a genitive plural, a singular subject must be newly formed. 
This is done by placing it in the genitive singular.” The object is pre- 
fixed with z- according to the normal syntactic rules. 

The subsequent development, from the fifth century onwards, is 
marked by the elimination of the genitive subject. It is retained only 
where it is necessary. Therefore, it is given up in type Aa resulting in 
type A. A genitive subject never was present in the passive type B. 
Type C (transitives) retained its genitive subject because of the exist- 
ence of type D (impersonals) (section 14.). The rise of type Cc (teseal é 
‘he has seen’) causes the loss of type D, which opended the way for the 
loss of the genitive subject in type C (transitives) (section 15.). This 
whole process can be followed in our texts and is completed in the 
eighth century. The Middle Armenian innovations must be explained 
on the basis of the post-classical situation as found in Lewond and 
have no direct relation with the fifth century facts. 

It turns out again, that early post-classical developments are cru- 
cial for our understanding of the Classical as well as the Modern Ar- 
menian facts. 
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27. (the appositional participle) 

One of the interesting features of Stempel’s work is the consequent 
attention to the development of the appositional perfect. One would 
fall short of him, if this aspect were neglected here. 

The following types can be considered inherited: 

(na} ekeal asé ‘having come, he said’ 

(na) teseal asé ‘having been seen, he said’ 

teseal z-mard-n asé ‘having seen the man, he said’. 

For Stempel the last phrase is secondary. As pointed out, I fol- 
low Schmidt in that this sentence, too, is original (section 23.). 

The problem lies in the sentences: 

noc‘a teseal z-mard-n asen ‘they (gen.) having seen the man, say’ 
and 

noc‘a ekeal asen ‘they having come, say’. 

As for the transitive construction, both Schmidt and Stempel as- 
sume that its genitive is taken over from the predicative construction 
to avoid ambiguity between active and passive interpretations. This 
aspect has been discussed already (section 14.). Though, in my view, 
potential ambiguity between active and passive is tolerated to a cer- 
tain extent in Armenian, Stempel’s view cannot be wholly discarded. 
It does not account for the intransitive type, however, that must re- 
main an unexplained exception. 

Therefore, Meillet’s explanation (1977: 141) is acceptable, too, 
in a slightly restricted form. According to Meillet, every sentence with 
an appositive participle is coined from two independent sentences, 
the participial one being non-copulative: nora teseal z-ays. Asé ‘He 
has seen this. He said’ > ‘having seen this, he said’. The hypothesis 
was necessary in the framework of the view that the Armenian partici- 
ple is an original noun. Stempel is right in objecting that it is not prob- 
able that the appositional participle as a whole is an innovation 
within Armenian. Admitting this, one must nevertheless point out 
that the connection of a participial apposition and the main phrase 
verb in Armenian is rather loose. Within Meillet’s view one might ex- 
plain noc‘a ekeal asen as a leftover from the original type Aa (and not 
as an innovation, [Benveniste 1959: 67 f.]). It seems to me that within 
this perspective the two explanations of the syntax of the appositional 
participle are not irreconcilable. 


28. Ifthe development of the Armenian perfect as proposed here 
is correct, it must be of considerable antiquity, as it fits into an archaic 
Indo-European pattern. Thus the question of the relationship of the 
Armenian *lo-participle to the Slavic and Tocharian l-formation 
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might still be open. It is not at all certain, as Stempel insists, that they 
are independent formations. The main question to be answered is 
whether the three languages incorporated the *-lo-formation into 
their verbal systems on the basis of a common inherited function. 


NOTES 


1 I do not think that unmarked accusatives are a leftover from an earlier situation 
in which they functioned as the subject of a passive construction (Schmalstieg 1984: 
140). 


2 This interpretation solves the problem of Mercier (1959: 724 f., note 377) in 
translating the phrase and renders his emendation unnecessary. 


3 This interpretation renders an emendation of astuacakarozs into astuac karozs 
unnecessary (Minassian 1980: 91 and Mercier 1959 in his translation of the sentence). 


* Stempel (p. 74) adduces the absence of a periphrasis with unim ‘I have’ as an 
additional counter-argument. Such periphrastic forms do exist, however: nëanakeal 
unin ‘(all books) have recorded’ (Koriwn [ed. Erevan 1941] ch. 2, p. 26). Other examples 
in Abrahamyan (1953: 349). This formation also is not unknown in Middle-Armenian. 


5 Schmalstieg (1984) assumes that the participle is originally intransitive 
(nominative subject) and secondarily passive (genitive subject). The active 
construction in Armenian is explained as a trend to activization (observed by him in 
Slavic and in Lithuanian) which caused the accusative case of the (logical) object. 


€ A subject is probably present in Agat‘angelos § 820 (cf. Minassian 1980: 75) yakn 
arealk‘d ew sireac‘ealk‘d tearn ‘you, the ones that the Lord (gen.) has noticed and loved’ 
{as against e.g. awceal tearn ‘anointed one of the Lord’. Luke 2, 11). 


7 Thus, I do not agree with Acaryan 1961: 217, who thinks that the passive 
character of the form heljuc‘eloy (Acts 15, 29; 21, 25, translating Greek mvixtav) ‘things 
strangled’ can underly any doubt. The discussion of Chrysostomus (Mekn. Gorcoc‘ 
Arak’. [Venice 1839], p. 272), adduced by Aéaryan, on the passive or active value of this 
participle is of an exegetical, rather than a grammatical nature, and, of course, based on 
the Greek text. 


8 The examples adduced by Schmalstieg (1984: 139-40} may belong here. Stempel 
(p. 30 note 9) is aware of Pedersen's view, but does not follow this lead. 


° Probably the adoption of the genitive singular as a subject case was more 
complicated. The predicative form built on the suffix *-sko gives a generic meaning to 
the noun (‘pertaining to the category of portions of reality which carry a certain feature’) 
and for that reason developed into a genitive plural. An individualizing derivative will 
also have existed (cf. Slavic božij ‘divine’ next to nebesiskti ‘heavenly’) and have 
merged with or developed into certain genitive singular forms (Kortlandt 1978: 294-5). 
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CORRIGENDA 


In volume six of this Annual, in the article by Eteri Tumanyan 
titled “G.B. Djahukian as an Historical Linguist,” there appeared two 
unfortunate misprints. 

Page 16, line 13 from bottom, should read “Greek is the closest 
and Albanian is the remotest.” 

Page 18, lines 10, 11 (bis), “semantic groupings” should read 
“morphological groupings.” 

The editors apologize for the confusion. 





